Recently, several studies in Western countries have experimentally investigated interviewing techniques designed to elicit true confessions from guilty suspects and to minimize false confessions by innocent suspects. This study was the first to explore these issues in Japan, with special focus on a rapport-based approach using a modified version of the experimental paradigm devised by Russano, Meissner, Narchet, and Kassin (2005) . Experienced police officers interviewed 234 20-to 50-year-old male participants to ascertain whether they broke an experimental rule during a problem-solving session. Among 114 guilty participants (i.e., those who broke the experimental rule), 74 confessed to cheating, whereas none of the innocent participants (i.e., those who did not break the rule even though a confederate attempted to get them to do so) falsely confessed. Further analyses showed that guilty participants who were interviewed using a relationship-focused approach that emphasized rapport building were more likely to confess than those in a control condition; the presence of a camera had no effect on the difference between the 2 interview conditions. Furthermore, there were no significant interviewing style differences in the participants' perceptions of fairness or suggestiveness.
interviewers to obtain useful information. Although most studies of suspect interviews have been conducted in Western countries, those in non-Western countries have also provided similar results. For example, Wachi et al. (2014) surveyed Japanese police officers who had interviewed individuals suspected of murder, robbery, arson, rape, indecent assault, and kidnapping, and examined the interviewing techniques reportedly used. They identified five factors: Presentation of Evidence, Confrontation, Active Listening, Rapport Building, and Discussion of the Crime. Based on these five factors, four interviewing styles were identified: evidencefocused, confrontational, relationship-focused, and undifferentiated approaches. The evidence-focused interview style stressed the importance of presenting evidence to suspects as well as listening to suspects' accounts. The confrontational approach was characterized by confronting suspects while talking about the crimes and victims. The relationship-focused approach focused on listening to suspects' accounts attentively, attempting to build rapport while discussing the crime. Finally, the Undifferentiated approach was characterized by not utilizing one of the other interviewing techniques exclusively. Wachi et al. (2014) found that suspects were more likely to confess their crimes fully when they experienced relationship-focused interviews, whereas suspects were more likely to make partial confessions when police officers used the evidence-focused approach. Additionally, former suspects tended to give information not known to the police after their confessions. Wachi, Watanabe, Yokota, Otsuka, and Lamb (2016a) later questioned prisoners convicted of the same six crimes. Their results replicated those obtained by Wachi et al. (2014) in the police officer survey, with the relationship-focused approach associated with the elicitation of confessions and new information.
It thus appears that the relationship/rapport-based approach is generally more effective, but this conclusion must be embraced cautiously because all known studies examining the effect of this approach on outcomes have involved surveys or the observation of forensic interrogations, as a result of which it was difficult to exclude confounding variables and show direct causal relationships between interviewing styles and outcomes (e.g., confessions). For example, the interviewer's personality could be a confounding variable. Wachi, Watanabe, Yokota, Otsuka, and Lamb (2016b) examined Japanese police officers' personality (assessed using the Japanese version of the NEO-Five-Factor Inventory scale; Shimonaka, Nakazato, Gondo, & Takayama, 1999) and their interviewing styles. Those who had high scores on agreeableness were more likely to use rapport-building techniques, suggesting that the individuals' personal characteristics had an effect on the interviewing styles they chose. To demonstrate causal relationships more conclusively, an experimental manipulation is necessary.
Laboratory Experiments for Studying Interrogations
Researchers who study false confessions often use laboratory analogue experiments to explore the impact of situational factors and personal characteristics (e.g., Horselenberg, Merckelbach, & Josephs, 2003; Kassin & Kiechel, 1996; Klaver, Lee, & Rose, 2008; Redlich & Goodman, 2003) . However, as Meissner, Hartwig, and Russano (2010) pointed out, researchers should not only report findings elucidating problematic interviewing techniques, but also report evidence about strategies that successfully elicit true confessions to encourage law enforcement officers to improve their practices.
Introducing an innovative experimental paradigm, for example, Russano et al. (2005) recruited university students to participate in research ostensibly on decision-making. A participant and a confederate playing the role of another participant were told by the experimenter that they were to solve problems both individually and as a team. The participants needed to solve some problems individually (without discussion) whereas the team problems had to be solved in cooperation with partners. Although solving the individual problems, the confederate asked some participants for help. Those who helped her solve the individual problem and told her the answers were regarded as guilty of violating an express rule. On the other hand, participants in the innocent condition were not asked for help. After finishing the problem solving, the participants were individually interviewed by the experimenter about whether or not they had violated the rule proscribing collaboration. Russano et al. showed that the rates of both true and false confessions increased when the experimenter used certain interviewing techniques. For example, when the experimenter did not use any tactics (although the participants were presented with circumstantial evidence and accused of cheating), only 46% of the guilty participants confessed, as did 6% of the innocent participants. In contrast, when the experimenter used minimization techniques, 81% of the guilty participants and 18% of the innocent participants confessed. This suggested that avoiding minimization was desirable because minimization decreased "diagnosticity" (i.e., the ratio of true confessions to false confessions; Russano et al., 2005, p. 484) . Several researchers have since used the same paradigm to investigate interviewing techniques including maximization and minimization (Horgan, Russano, Meissner, & Evans, 2012; Narchet, Meissner, & Russano, 2011) , guilt-presumptive questions (Hill, Memon, & McGeorge, 2008) , and bluff techniques (Perillo & Kassin, 2011, Experiment 3 ) that might increase the diagnostic value of confessions.
However, it is often difficult to achieve ecological validity in experimental studies. Generally, participants in laboratory experiments are not representative of the populations in which the researchers are interested. The interviewers and interviewees are typically university students or researchers (e.g., Hill et al., 2008; Horselenberg et al., 2003; Kassin & Kiechel, 1996; Klaver et al., 2008; Narchet et al., 2011; Perillo & Kassin, 2011; Russano et al., 2005) , whereas, in the real world, offenders committing crimes tend not to be university educated (e.g., among new prisoners in Japan in 2015, only 9% had entered and/or graduated from a university; Ministry of Justice, Japan, 2015) and may not behave like university students do. It is thus important to study members of the general public. Further, because the mock crimes and punishments in the experimental situation are not as serious as those in forensic settings, the participants' nervousness and incentive to tell the truth are not the same as in real interrogations.
Thus, each methodology has its strengths and limitations and some researchers (e.g., Fisher & Perez, 2007) argue that scholars should use a variety of methods and search for convergent findings. As a result, surveys, observations, and experiments are all This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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needed to elucidate the effects of rapport building in police interviews.
Overview of the Current Study
In this study, a laboratory experiment was conducted using (a) a modified version of the procedure employed by Russano et al. (2005) and (b) interviewing styles modeled on those described by Wachi et al. (2014) . We created three interviewing conditions: an evidence-focused interview, a relationship-focused interview, and a control interview (see the Method section). The relationshipfocused interview emulated important characteristics of Japanese police interviews. This interview was particularly focused on Active Listening and Rapport Building techniques and was created based on items describing both techniques (Wachi et al., 2014) . In the evidence-focused interview, evidence was presented after the free narrative because recent studies of evidence presentation have underlined the importance of eliciting free narratives before presenting evidence (e.g., Granhag & Hartwig, 2015) . This study was designed primarily to investigate whether the relationship-focused interview style succeeded in eliciting true confessions from guilty participants but not false confessions from innocent participants better than other interview styles. Additionally, this study explored whether participants perceived the relationship-focused interviewing style to be fairer and less suggestive than the others.
Participants were either overtly or covertly filmed to investigate the effect of recording on interview outcomes. In countries such as the U.K. and Australia, audio-or video-recording of suspect interviews is mandatory. In Japan, Revisions to the Code of Criminal Procedure announced in June 2016 mandate the electronic recording of entire suspect interviews in criminal cases tried by citizen judges from 2019 and the study was designed to determine whether the recording might have any effect on the suspects' behavior.
In a previous attempt to explore the effects of video-recording, Kassin, Kukucka, Lawson, and DeCarlo (2014) conducted mock crime experiments employing actual police officers as interrogators and male community members as mock suspects. In their experiment, half of the police officers were informed that their interrogations would be video-recorded and the other half were not. All mock suspects were not informed about the videorecording. The researchers found that, when police officers were informed of the video-recording, they were less likely to offer leniency than police officers who were not informed. Unlike Kassin et al. (2014) , who investigated the effect of video recording on police officers' behaviors (e.g., interrogation tactics), we examined the effect on suspects' behaviors. Sullivan (2008) has noted that one of the reasons why the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) opposes recording custodial interviews is the fear that it might interfere with rapport building, leading suspects to be defensive. We thus aimed to examine the effects of rapportbuilding tactics and suspects' awareness of video-recording on their behavior.
Another unique feature of the present study pertains to the characteristics of the participants and interviewers. To increase the ecological validity of this study, members of the general public were recruited as participants and experienced police officers served as interviewers.
A further unique aspect of the study was that it was the first attempt to examine effective interviewing techniques experimentally in the Japanese context. There are several differences between Western and non-Western legal systems and cultures. For example, Beune, Giebels, and Sanders (2009) investigated high-context and low-context cultures and interviewing techniques. In highcontext cultures, communication is more indirect and contextoriented; this style is predominant in non-Western collectivistic cultures. In low-context cultures, communication generally is direct and content-oriented; this style is predominant in Western, individualistic cultures. They found that active listening was positively associated with admissions only for suspects from highcontext cultures, whereas rational persuasion was effective in eliciting admissions from low-context cultures. Therefore, influencing behaviors may be different for suspects from different cultural backgrounds (although survey studies have shown similar results mentioned above). Therefore, it seemed worthwhile to conduct an experiment examining interviewing techniques in the Japanese setting, especially because so few such studies have been conducted in non-Western countries.
The hypotheses of this study were as follows:
Hypothesis 1: Relationship-focused interviewing techniques would elicit more true confessions than other interview styles.
Hypothesis 2: Relationship-focused interviews would be perceived as the fairest and least suggestive.
Hypothesis 3:
The overt camera condition would interfere with the effect of rapport building on suspects' tendencies to confess.
Method Participants
We recruited participants using recruitment agencies or Internet advertisements. Participants were required to be males between 20 and 50 years of age, without mental or physical health problems, who were able to communicate in Japanese. Both because gender might influence the tendency to confess (Gudjonsson, 2003) and because about 80% of arrested adults in Japan are male (National Police Agency, 2014), we focused only on male participants. A total of 234 participants contributed data that could be analyzed. The mean age of participants was 31.50 years (SD ϭ 8.66). As for educational background, 13 participants had graduated from junior high school (nine years of school), 88 participants had graduated from high school/vocational school (11 or 12 years of school), 77 participants had graduated from university or graduate school (16 years or more of school), and 50 participants were vocational, undergraduate, or postgraduate students. Six participants failed to provide information about their educational backgrounds. As for participants' occupations, 136 were employed (of these, 86 participants were part-time workers), 40 were unemployed, and 50 were vocational, undergraduate, or postgraduate students. Eight participants failed to provide information about their occupations.
Design
This study used a 2 ϫ 3 ϫ 2 (Guilt [guilty, innocent] trol] ϫ Camera [overt, covert] ) between-participants factorial design. We chose not to manipulate guilt or innocence. In most previous studies using similar paradigms, the participants were randomly assigned to either the guilty and innocent conditions and were then interrogated by interviewers. However, such participants may lack the motivations and levels of arousal which real suspects have when being interrogated (Fisher & Perez, 2007) , because in real-life settings, individuals actively decide whether to commit crimes. Indeed, liars in ecologically valid conditions are more likely to emit verbal and nonverbal cues of deceit due to feelings of guilt or fear, cognitive load, or attempts to control their behaviors (Vrij, 2008) . In the present study, participants had the opportunity to violate a rule (i.e., they decided whether or not to cheat) and whether or not to tell the truth. Thus, we expected that the participants might feel more guilty when they denied cheating. By contrast, the interview style and camera presence conditions were manipulated. Each participant was randomly assigned to one of six cells. Dependent variables were whether participants confessed or not and their responses to postinterview questionnaires.
Procedure
The experimental paradigm utilized in this study was a modified version of the paradigm developed by Russano et al. (2005) . The present experimental paradigm included six phases: (a) short conversation and informed consent phase, (b) problem-solving phase, (c) interview phase, (d) debriefing phase, (e) debriefing questionnaire phase, and (f) follow-up phase.
Participants were recruited to conduct an experiment on cooperative problem solving. When potential participants showed interest in this study, they began by visiting the recruitment agencies, where they were informed about the experiment. Then, on another day, participants visited the National Research Institute of Police Science (NRIPS) to participate in the study. The recruitment agencies paid the Participants 3000 yen (about $30US at the time) for their participation.
Short conversation and informed consent phase. First, the actual participant and a confederate 1 (posing as another participant) met in the waiting room, where a female research assistant asked them to introduce themselves to each other while they awaited the initiation of the experiment. Then the research assistant left the room. The confederate attempted to establish rapport with the participant through conversation. Approximately 5 min later, an experimenter entered the waiting room, explained the (untrue) purpose of the experiment to the participant and confederate, and obtained their informed consent. At this time, they were told that this experiment was designed to investigate the extent to which performance changed when people either solved problems individually or collaboratively.
Problem-solving phase. The experimenter escorted the participant and confederate to a testing room and gave them an individual problem-solving sheet. The experimenter explained that they would be asked to solve four problems individually for 20 min and then another four problems with the partner. The experimenter asked them to open the first page of the test sheet, which explained the rules of the session. After reading the notes, the experimenter warned again that, during this session, the individuals should solve these four problems on their own and should not give their answers to their partners. The experimenter insisted that if either broke the rule they would receive some kind of penalty, such as not being paid. Then the experimenter instructed the two to start the test and left the room.
During this problem-solving phase, the confederate first asked the participant to tell him/her when the test would end, and then asked for the answer to the last problem, which asked about the number of triangles in a diagram. The confederate did not ask for the answer until the participant had written an answer on the sheet. When the participant told the confederate his answer, thereby breaking the experimental rule (i.e., mock crime), he became guilty. When he did not reveal the answer, he became innocent. Unlike participants in Russano et al. (2005) 's study, in which a confederate did not ask for help in the innocent condition, the innocent participants in the current experiment had an opportunity to break the rule but refused to cheat.
When 20 min had passed, the experimenter reentered the testing room, collected the answer sheets, and left the room again. Approximately 5 min later, the experimenter returned to the testing room and said that there might be a problem and he or she would like to speak with each of the participants separately. Then the experimenter escorted the confederate out of the room.
Interview phase. The interviewer (a male police officer acting as a researcher) entered the testing room where the participant was waiting and escorted him to one of the interview rooms, which resembled an actual interview room in a police station. These rooms were small, windowless, and had one desk and two simple chairs. A camera was placed overtly in one room, and the other room had a hidden camera. These two rooms were otherwise identical. The participants were randomly assigned to the overt camera room or covert camera room. The interviewer, who was blind to the participants' guilt or innocence, conducted an interview involving one of the three interviewing styles-an evidencefocused interview, a relationship-focused interview, or a control interview, to which the participants were randomly assigned. Details about the interview are discussed below.
After completing the interview, the interviewer handed the Japanese version of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory to the participants before leaving the room.
Debriefing phase. About 10 min after the interviewer left the interview room (so that the participant could complete the StateTrait Anxiety Inventory), the lab manager entered the room, explained the true purpose of the experiment and procedures and need for deception, and stressed that there would be no adverse consequences such as withholding payment. When the participants had been assigned to the covert camera condition, the lab manager showed the hidden camera and explained that the entire interview had been video-recorded. The manager then asked whether the participant would allow the data, including the videotaped data, to be used for research purposes. The lab manager stressed especially to the guilty participants that it was very important to help people in the real world, and referred to the high percentage of guilty participants observed in previous studies (e.g., Russano et al., 1 The confederates were one female undergraduate student, one female and one male graduate student, and one female worker. There was no significant effect of confederates' gender on participants' guilt, 2 (1, N ϭ 234) ϭ 0.14, p ϭ .71. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
2005), while attempting to reduce any stress they might have felt. Then the lab manager left the interview room. Debriefing questionnaire phase. The experimenter reentered the interview room immediately after the lab manager left the room, asked the participant to complete the debriefing questionnaire, answered any questions that the participant had, asked the participant not to tell other people about the experiment, and thanked the participant for participating.
The entire experiment took about two hours. Testing began in May 2011 and ended in August 2011.
Follow-up phase. Approximately 4 months after the experiment, a follow-up questionnaire was mailed to the participants asking how they felt about the experiment at that (later) time. A gift card worth about 500 yen (about $5US at the time) was enclosed as appreciation for completing the follow-up questionnaire.
This study was approved by the Internal Ethical Review Board of the NRIPS.
Interview
The interview styles utilized were based on a survey of Japanese police officers conducted by Wachi et al. (2014) . The first part (introductory phase) was the same in all three interview conditions. To begin with, the interviewer greeted the participant and introduced himself. Then the interviewer explained that he wanted to speak to the participant because it appeared that the participants might have violated the experimental rule: namely, that one participant might have shared an answer with the other. Next, the interviewer explained that if the participant had broken the rule, he would not be paid, whereas, if the participant had not broken the rule, he would, of course, receive the appropriate payment. Furthermore, in the overt camera condition, the interviewer explained that the interview was being video-recorded and that this recorded interview would be shown to the staff of the recruitment agency.
In the control interview, the interviewer asked the participant to explain freely what had happened during the problem-solving stage (free narrative phase). Then, the interviewer directly asked whether the participant had given his partner the answer to the triangle problem while taking the test (critical question phase).
In the evidence-focused interview, the interviewer first asked the participant to explain freely what had happened during the problemsolving stage, just as in the control interview (free narrative phase). Then, if the participant did not admit to breaking the rule, the interviewer confronted the participant with two types of evidence. As the first piece of evidence, the interviewer told the participant that one of the staff members had overheard the conversation between the two participants (one of whom was actually a confederate) while they were taking their test, and asked the participant for an explanation (evidence one phase). Next, the interviewer presented the second piece of evidence, showing that the two participants had given the same (wrong) answer to the last problem, and again asked the participant to explain this (evidence two phase). Finally, the interviewer said that there was a discrepancy between the participant's statement and the information he had, and asked whether the participant had given the answer to the triangle problem to his partner while taking the test (critical question phase).
It is important to note that presentation of false evidence is not permitted in Japan. Therefore, these two pieces of evidence were selected so that the interviewer could present true evidence. First, the experimenter was waiting outside the test-taking room during the problem-solving stage, so he or she could hear talking in the room. Second, with regard to the same (wrong) answer, the confederate was told by the experimenter to copy the participant's answer when the participant did not provide it. This triangle problem was very difficult, so only six out of 234 participants, two of whom were allocated to the evidence-focused condition, gave correct answers. Therefore, providing the same answer to this triangle problem, whether the answer was correct or not, was very unlikely.
In the relationship-focused interview, as a general principle, the interviewers were required to listen to the participants' accounts closely, treat the participants in a friendly manner (such as by making eye contact, smiling, and not showing authoritarian attitudes), show respect, and attempt to create good relationships with them during the interview (interviewers in the other conditions were not provided with these instructions). The interviewer also conversed with the participant to build a relationship before asking whether he had cheated. After the introductory phase, the interviewer asked the participant for his impression of the test and showed empathy. Then, the interviewer asked the participant about previous jobs and experiences of job failure; in this way, the interviewer attempted to ask about the participant's personal story to initiate an in-depth conversation. The interviewer also described his own experiences of job failure. By telling his own personal story and attempting to identify something that they had in common, the interviewer hoped to encourage reciprocal self-disclosure by the participant. Then, the interviewer asked about the participant's future goals (rapport-building phase). After a conversation that was not related to cheating, the interviewer asked the participant to explain freely what had happened during the problem-solving stage (free narrative phase). After appealing to the participant's conscience by saying that this study was very important and that inaccurate data obtained when the experimental rule was not followed would influence the results, the interviewer asked whether the participant had revealed his answer to the triangle problem to his partner while taking the test (critical question phase). Topics in the rapport-building phase were selected to elicit memories of negative events or feelings the participants might have experienced because, in real suspect interviews, police officers often discuss such topics with suspects and encourage self-disclosure.
When participants in any condition confessed to breaking the rule, they were asked to write that "I told the other participant the answer to the triangle problem" on a blank sheet. Then the interviews were concluded.
In the experiment, all of the interviewers brought their scripts on a clipboard (whose contents the participants could not read) into the interview room, and made sure that they followed the scripts during the interview. In addition, all of the interviews were videorecorded, transcribed, and checked to determine whether the interviewers had followed the appropriate scripts. Table 1 shows the flow of the interviews in each condition. As shown in Table 1 , the introduction and free narrative phase were the same in both the control and evidence-focused interview conditions before disclosure of the evidence in the latter condition. In contrast, the relationship-focused interview had the same introductory phase, but had a free narrative phase after the rapport-building phase, which made this condition distinct from the other two conditions.
The following procedures were conducted to check that the manipulation was implemented correctly. First, four of the 11 interviewers were involved in the pilot study, where interviewers practiced This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
evidence-focused and relationship-focused interviews using the scripts. Then, the videotaped interviews were reviewed to select good and bad examples, and the interviewers were given feedback. Prior to the experiment, the experiment and interview were explained to all of the interviewers by showing them related documents and the DVD, which showed exemplary interviews in each style, as well as examples of good and bad interviews from the pilot study. Then, at the beginning of each testing day, the interviewers were required to read the scripts and watch the DVD before conducting any interviews. The mean duration of the interviews was 8 min, 41 s (SD ϭ 4 min, 31 s); they ranged from 2 min, 45 s, to 23 min, 5 s, with a median of 7 min, 11 s.
In a separate article, Wachi et al. (2017) focused on the ability of interviewers to correctly identify guilty and innocent participants, but did not examine the participants' tendencies to confess or deny guilt.
Materials

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (Japanese Version)
The Japanese version of the State-Trait Anxiety Questionnaire (Form X) developed by Spielberger, Gorsuch, and Lushene (1970) and translated and standardized by Mizuguchi, Shimonaka, and Nakazato (1991) , was administered. State anxiety (present anxiety) and trait anxiety (general anxiety) were each assessed using 20 items. The state anxiety items were rated using a 4-point Likert Scale (1 ϭ not at all, 2 ϭ somewhat, 3 ϭ moderately so, and 4 ϭ very much so). Answers to the trait anxiety items were also provided on a 4-point Likert Scale (1 ϭ almost never, 2 ϭ sometimes, 3 ϭ often, and 4 ϭ almost always).
Debriefing Questionnaire for Participants
Interviewers' behavior during the interview. To examine whether the interviewer followed the manipulation, participants were asked nine questions about interviewing techniques; questions were based on those used in Wachi et al.'s (2014) survey of police officers. Each statement was assessed using a 5-point Likert Scale (1 ϭ strongly disagree, 2 ϭ disagree, 3 ϭ neutral, 4 ϭ agree, and 5 ϭ strongly agree). The nine questions are presented in Table 2 .
Participants' perceptions regarding the interview and the camera. How participants felt about the interview was rated using four items: "Did you need to think a lot in order to maintain the consistency of your story?" "Do you think that the interview was fair?" "Do you think that the interview was suggestive?" and "Do you think that the interviewer's main concern was to seek the truth?" All four items were answered using a 7-point Likert scale (1 ϭ strongly disagree, 4 ϭ neutral, 7 ϭ strongly agree). Further, participants were asked to indicate whether they felt anxious during the interview using a 5-point Likert Scale (1 ϭ strongly disagree, 2 ϭ disagree, 3 ϭ neutral, 4 ϭ agree, and 5 ϭ strongly agree).
Next, only participants allocated to the overt camera condition were asked whether the camera disturbed the participant (1 ϭ not at all, 4 ϭ neutral, 7 ϭ very much) and whether the presence of the camera influenced the likelihood that the participant would tell the truth (1 ϭ made you more likely to tell the truth, 4 ϭ neutral, 7 ϭ made you less likely to tell the truth).
Results
Preliminary Analyses
Interviewers' characteristics. This study recruited 11 interviewers. All of the interviewers were male police officers who had been seconded to the National Police Agency from prefectural police headquarters. These police officers were selected because they had been working in one division related to criminal investigation at the National Police Agency and had extensive experi- Interviewer effects. The mean number of interviews per interviewer was 21.27 (SD ϭ 11.59; range ϭ 9 -41). Because 11 police officers played the role of interviewers, experimenter (interviewer) effects were examined. There were no false confessions (see below) and there was no significant experimenter effect on the number of true confessions, 2 (10) ϭ 9.98, p ϭ .443. Manipulation checks. Nine items on the participant debriefing questionnaire (questions about the interviewers' behavior during the interview) were used to check whether interview styles were manipulated as expected. As discussed later in the Confession Rates section, 17 guilty participants who were allocated to the evidence-focused condition confessed during the free narrative phase, before evidence-focused interviewing had begun (i.e., they were not confronted with the evidence) and these participants were thus excluded from analyses of the manipulation checks.
Exploratory factor analysis using maximum likelihood with varimax rotation was conducted on the nine items because we did not theoretically expect that the underlying factors would be related. An initial analysis showed that two factors had eigenvalues over one and together explained 64.77% of the variance. As shown in Table 2 , the first factor was composed of six items and indicated relationship-focused interviewing. Cronbach's alpha was .87. The second factor included three items indicating evidence-focused interviewing (Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .79).
The mean score on evidence-focused interviewing items for 217 participants was 5.50 (SD ϭ 2.82). The mean score on relationship-focused interviewing items for the same participants was 18.46 (SD ϭ 6.22). First, Welch's test, conducted because the variances were not homogeneous (Levene's test), showed a significant group difference on the scores for evidence-focused interviewing, Welch's F(2, 126) ϭ 49.27, p Ͻ .001. Games-Howell post hoc tests revealed that the scores were significantly higher for participants in the evidencefocused condition (M ϭ 8.20, SD ϭ 2.80, n ϭ 59) than in either the relationship-focused (M ϭ 4.12, SD ϭ 1.72, n ϭ 78), p Ͻ .001, d ϭ 1.81, or control (M ϭ 4.71, SD ϭ 2.27, n ϭ 80), p Ͻ .001, d ϭ 1.39, conditions. There was no significant difference between the scores for those in the relationship-focused and control conditions, p ϭ .153, d ϭ Ϫ0.29.
In addition, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed a significant group difference in the scores for relationship-focused interviewing, F(2, 214) ϭ 182.03, p Ͻ .001, 2 ϭ .63. Post hoc tests (Bonferroni procedure) indicated that participants who were allocated to the relationship-focused condition (M ϭ 25.03, SD ϭ 4.00, n ϭ 78) had significantly higher scores than those allocated to the evidence-focused (M ϭ 14.98, SD ϭ 4.16, n ϭ 59), p Ͻ .001, d ϭ 2.47, and control (M ϭ 14.61, SD ϭ 3.29, n ϭ 80), p Ͻ .001, d ϭ 2.85, conditions.
The above results confirmed the successful manipulation of interview styles.
Confession Rates
Descriptive analysis. In this study, interviewing style and camera conditions could be experimentally controlled, whereas the participants' guilt or innocence could not. The number of guilty participants was 114, and the number of innocent participants was 120. Seventy-six participants were assigned to the evidencefocused interview, 78 to the relationship-focused interview, and 80 to the control interview. One hundred and 17 participants were assigned to the overt camera condition, and another 117 to the covert camera condition.
Likelihood of confessions. To examine the relationship between participants' guilt/innocence and their confessions, a chisquare test was conducted. It revealed a significant association between participants' guilt and their confessions, 2 (1) ϭ 113.92, p Ͻ .001. None of the 120 innocent participants confessed falsely. On the other hand, 74 (64.9%) of 114 guilty participants confessed to cheating.
Interview styles and confessions. The timing of confessions by guilty participants was examined first. Each interview style had several phases as discussed in the Method section. Table 3 shows the numbers of participants who confessed in each phase as well as those who denied cheating. As shown in Table 3 , the percentages of guilty participants who denied differed by condition: 19% of those in the relationship-focused condition denied compared with about 40% of those in the control and evidence-focused conditions. By following Perillo and Kassin (2011) 's method for calculating diagnosticity when innocent participants made no false confessions by adding a constant 1 to the denominator, diagnosticity in the relationship-focused condition was 81.1 and that in the control condition was 55.0. Diagnosticity in the evidence-focused condition appeared to be 59.5, but this estimate was compromised because 45.9% of the participants did not experience the experimental manipulation. Specifically, as described in the Method section, the control and evidence-focused conditions were the same until the free nar- This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
rative phase. In both of these conditions, more than 40% of the participants confessed voluntarily. By contrast, the rapportbuilding phase preceded the free narrative phase in the relationship-focused condition. After the rapport-building phase, about 65% of the participants confessed voluntarily. Among 20 participants who did not confess during the free narrative phase in the evidence-focused condition, five participants confessed after the free narrative phase: One participant (2.7%) confessed when he was told that one of the staff members had heard their conversation (evidence one), three participants (8.1%) confessed when the interviewer said that both participants had given the same wrong answers (evidence two), and one participant (2.7%) confessed when the interviewer asked the participant at the end whether he had broken the rule.
Although we attempted to manipulate interview styles, manipulation of the evidence-focused style failed because 17 (77.2%) of 22 confessing participants in this condition confessed voluntarily during the free narrative phase, before evidence could be presented. Therefore, the first analysis only examined the effect of interviewing style on participants' confessions in the relationship-focused and control groups. Then, we examined the effect of interviewing style on the confessions of 43 participants who did not confess during the free narrative phase in the evidence-focused (20 participants) and control groups (23 participants).
A logistic regression analysis was conducted to examine the effect of interviewing style (relationship-focused, control) and camera (overt, covert) on the likelihood that participants would make true confessions. Both independent variables were categorical variables, and control and covert camera conditions were reference categories. 
Debriefing Questionnaire for the Participants
Participants' perceptions of the interviews. To examine participants' perceptions of the interviews they experienced, a 2 ϫ 3 (Guilt [guilty, innocent] ϫ Interviewing Style [evidencefocused, 2 relationship-focused, control]) ANOVA was conducted on measures of the participants' cognitive load (whether the interview required a lot of thinking to ensure that their story was consistent), perceptions of the interviews' fairness and suggestiveness, and the interviewer's motivation for seeking the truth. The result showed a significant main effect of participants' guilt on reported cognitive load, F(1, 211) ϭ 7.58, p ϭ .006, p 2 ϭ .04. Guilty participants 3 reported a significantly greater cognitive load (M ϭ 3.87, SD ϭ 1.98, n ϭ 97) than innocent participants (M ϭ 3.19, SD ϭ 2.00, n ϭ 120), d ϭ 0.34. Neither the interaction nor main effects for interview style were statistically significant, F(2, 211) ϭ 1.43, p ϭ .243, p 2 ϭ .01 and F(2, 211) ϭ 2.04, p ϭ .132, p 2 ϭ .02, respectively. Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 4 .
Regarding the fairness of the interview, there were no main effects for guilt, F(1, 211) ϭ 0.70, p ϭ .405, p 2 ϭ .003, or interview style, F(2, 211) ϭ 0.06, p ϭ .938, p 2 ϭ .001, and no significant interaction, F(2, 211) ϭ 0.13, p ϭ .877, p 2 ϭ .001. As far as the suggestiveness of the interview was concerned, a two-way ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of participants' guilt, F(1, 211) ϭ 17.46, p Ͻ .001, p 2 ϭ .08. Guilty participants 3 found the interview more suggestive (M ϭ 3.91, SD ϭ 1.82, n ϭ 97) than did innocent participants (M ϭ 2.93, SD ϭ 1.75, n ϭ 120), d ϭ 0.55. There were no other statistically significant interaction or main effects, F(2, 211) ϭ 1.33, p ϭ .27, p 2 ϭ .01 and F(2, 211) ϭ 0.34, p ϭ .710, p 2 ϭ .003, respectively. Finally, regarding the participants' perceptions of the interviewers' motivation to seek the truth, there were no main effects for guilt, F(1, 211) ϭ 2.62, p ϭ .107, p 2 ϭ .012, or interview style, F(2, 211) ϭ 0.77, p ϭ .464, p 2 ϭ .007, and no significant interaction, F(2, 211) ϭ 2.55, p ϭ .081, p 2 ϭ .024 (see Table 4 ). Participants' opinions about the presence of a camera. For participants in the overt camera condition, a 2 ϫ 3 (Guilt [guilty, innocent] ϫ Interviewing Style [evidence-focused, relationshipfocused, control]) ANOVA was conducted on the participants' ratings of whether the camera was disturbing and whether the presence of the camera affected whether they told the truth. There were significant main effects of guilt, F(1, 99) ϭ 6.47, p ϭ .013, p 2 ϭ .06, and interview style, F(2, 99) ϭ 3.63, p ϭ .030, p 2 ϭ .07, on whether the camera was disturbing. The guilty participants found the presence of the camera more disturbing (M ϭ 5.02, SD ϭ 1.95, n ϭ 45) than the innocent participants (M ϭ 3.78, SD ϭ 2.05, n ϭ 60), d ϭ 0.62. Additionally, a Bonferroni post hoc test indicated that participants in the relationship-focused condition found the camera more disturbing (M ϭ 4.97, SD ϭ 1.84, n ϭ 39) than did participants in the evidence-focused condition (M ϭ 3.42, SD ϭ 1.90, n ϭ 26), p ϭ .007, d ϭ 0.83. There was no interaction between the two factors, F(2, 99) ϭ 0.33, p ϭ .717, p 2 ϭ .007. In addition, there was a significant main effect of guilt on the participants' perceptions of the influence of the camera, F(1, 99) ϭ 4.12, p ϭ .045, p 2 ϭ .04. The guilty participants were more likely (M ϭ 4.13, SD ϭ 1.34, n ϭ 45) than the innocent participants 2 As mentioned above, 17 participants who confessed during the free narrative phase in the evidence-focused condition did not experience the experimental manipulation. Therefore, these participants were excluded from analyses examining the effects of interview styles.
3 For guilty participants only, a 2 ϫ 3 (Confession [confession, denial] ϫ Interviewing Style [evidence-focused, relationship-focused, control]) ANOVAs were conducted on measures of the participants' cognitive load and suggestiveness. There were no main effects of confession, interviewing styles and interactions, all Fs Ͻ 2.23, p Ͼ .113, p 2 Ͻ .047. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
(M ϭ 3.72, SD ϭ 1.18, n ϭ 60) to believe that the presence of the camera made them reluctant to tell the truth, d ϭ 0.33. There was no significant interaction, F(2, 99) ϭ 1.16, p ϭ .319, p 2 ϭ .02, and no main effect of interview style, F(2, 99) ϭ 0.83, p ϭ .440, p 2 ϭ .02.
Guilty deniers' characteristics. Finally, characteristics of guilty participants who had denied the allegations (guilty deniers) were compared with those of guilty participants who had confessed to cheating (guilty confessors) and innocent participants. Results of a one-way ANOVA showed no significant difference in age among the three types of participants, F(2, 231) ϭ 0.29, p ϭ .750, 2 ϭ .003. The mean ages of guilty confessors, guilty deniers, and innocents were 31.69 (SD ϭ 8.92, n ϭ 74), 30.55 (SD ϭ 8.70, n ϭ 40), and 31.70 (SD ϭ 8.54, n ϭ 120), respectively. With regard to employment (unemployed, employed, student), a chi-square test showed no significant association with employment status, 2 (4) ϭ 1.89, p ϭ .755. There were also no significant differences in educational background (junior high school graduate, high school or vocational school graduate, university graduate, student), 2 (6) ϭ 7.86, p ϭ .249. Because previous studies (e.g., Kassin & Gudjonsson, 2004) have shown that anxiety during interrogation makes (false) confession more likely, it was hypothesized that confessors and deniers would report different levels of state but not trait anxiety. Mean scores for trait anxiety were 48.66 (SD ϭ 9.67) and for state anxiety, 49.99 (SD ϭ 10.06). One-way ANOVAs were conducted on the trait and state anxiety scores of participants in three groups. The results revealed no statistically significant differences among these trait anxiety scores, F(2, 231) ϭ 19.76, p ϭ .811, 2 ϭ .002. Mean scores were 49.11 (SD ϭ 9.02, n ϭ 74), 47.88 (SD ϭ 10.23, n ϭ 40), and 48.65 (SD ϭ 9.92, n ϭ 120), respectively. In contrast, state anxiety scores were significantly different, F(2, 231) ϭ 7.97, p Ͻ .001, 2 ϭ .07. Post hoc tests (Bonferroni procedure) revealed that the guilty confessors' scores were significantly higher (M ϭ 53.35, SD ϭ 9.78, n ϭ 74) than those of both guilty deniers (M ϭ However, the participants completed the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory immediately after being interviewed, so it was unclear whether the scores reflected anxiety before the participants' confessions or denials. To examine the participants' anxiety levels during the interview, a one-way ANOVA was conducted on scores for the item, "I felt anxious" during the interview. Welch's test showed a significant group difference, Welch's F(2, 116.04) ϭ 9.48, p Ͻ .001, equal variances not assumed. The Games-Howell post hoc tests revealed that the guilty confessors (M ϭ 3.76, SD ϭ 1.15, n ϭ 74) felt more anxious than the innocents (M ϭ 2.96, SD ϭ 1.37, n ϭ 120), p Ͻ .001, d ϭ 0.62. There was no statistically significant difference between the guilty confessors' and guilty deniers' scores (M ϭ 3.35, SD ϭ 0.98, n ϭ 40), p ϭ .119, d ϭ 0.37.
The influence of the presence of a camera was then examined. A one-way ANOVA revealed a statistically significant effect, F(2, 114) ϭ 5.45, p ϭ .005, 2 ϭ .009. Bonferroni post hoc tests showed that guilty deniers (M ϭ 4.86, SD ϭ 1.10, n ϭ 14) were more likely to believe that the presence of a camera inhibited them from telling the truth than both guilty confessors (M ϭ 3.81, SD ϭ 1.20, n ϭ 43), p ϭ .014, d ϭ 0.88, and innocents (M ϭ 3.72, SD ϭ 1.18, n ϭ 60), p ϭ .004, d ϭ 0.98.
Discussion
The present study used an experimental paradigm to investigate causal relationships between interview style, especially the effect of rapport building, and confession. Because some participants did not experience the full evidence-focused interview, we first focused on the relationship-focused and control conditions. Guilty participants in the relationship-focused condition were more likely to confess than those in the control condition, which partly supports Hypothesis 1. By contrast, an examination of the effect of Note. Scale ranges from 1 ϭ strongly disagree to 7 ϭ strongly agree. ANOVA ϭ analysis of variance.
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evidence-focused and control interviewing styles suggested that evidence-focused interviewing might not elicit true confessions from guilty participants as effectively as control interviewing did when they did not intend to confess voluntarily at the outset. However, the number of participants who confessed in the postfree narrative phase of the evidence-focused condition was very small and the results should be interpreted cautiously. In previous studies using a similar experimental paradigm (e.g., Horgan et al., 2012; Narchet et al., 2011; Russano et al., 2005) , it has been argued that the ratio of true to false confessions, which is referred to as diagnosticity, is an important index of good interview practices. For example, in a study by Russano et al. (2005) , a no-tactics condition had a higher diagnostic value than offers of leniency and/or minimization techniques. Although no participants confessed falsely in the present study, it was still possible, using a procedure suggested by Perillo and Kassin (2011) , to calculate diagnosticity. Relationship-focused interviewing showed the highest diagnosticity. Because most prior studies have involved more psychologically manipulative interview techniques (i.e., offers of leniency, maximization, minimization, and accusatorial interviews) than those studied here, it is difficult to compare findings directly. However, the present findings on the value of relationship-focused interviewing are noteworthy.
It is also worth mentioning that no participants made false confessions in the current study. This suggests that neither the evidence-focused nor relationship-focused interviews employed in this study increased the risk that innocent suspects would falsely confess. In contrast, most previous studies using Russano et al. (2005) 's paradigm have reported false confession rates ranging from 6% to 43% (Russano et al., 2005) , 21% to 42% (Horgan et al., 2012) , and 3% to 43% (Narchet et al., 2011) , depending on experimental conditions, although innocent participants in the control condition in Perillo and Kassin's (2011, Experiment 3) study made no false confessions.
One explanation for the no false confession in the current study might be that the interrogative techniques used in previous studies reporting false confessions were more psychologically manipulative than those used here. Additionally, the definition of innocence has varied from study to study. In every study reporting false confessions, innocent participants were not asked for help by confederates, whereas in studies reporting no false confessions (Hill et al. [2008] and the present study), innocent participants were tempted to cheat by a confederate but refused to do so. Such innocent participants might have a greater desire to not break a rule and more confidence in their refusal to cheat, and so chose not to confess falsely. Moreover, those who did not yield to the confederate's request might have had the characteristic of being unwilling to comply with social pressure, which might also influence their refusal to falsely confess when interviewed.
More than 40% of the guilty participants confessed voluntarily in the free narrative phases of the control and evidence-focused interviews, with a large number of the participants confessing voluntarily when the interviewer simply asked what happened at the beginning of the interview. This number of voluntary confessions was surprising. The current experiment was conducted at an institute that is part of the National Police Agency. Participants might have recognized that a police organization was conducting the experiment, which might have made them likely to believe that it would eventually be proved that they had broken the rule. In addition, participants believed that another participant (confederate) was also being interviewed, which might have made them think that the truth would be revealed.
Examination of responses to the debriefing questionnaire showed no interview style differences in the participants' beliefs that the interviews were fair and not suggestive, which does not support Hypothesis 2, although guilty participants believed that the interviews were more suggestive than innocent participants did. There were similar differences with respect to the participants' cognitive load. Guilty participants were more likely than innocent participants to answer that they needed to think a lot to ensure that their stories were consistent, but there were no differences depending on interview style. Because the present experimental study used no psychologically manipulative techniques, participants did not express different opinions about the interview techniques examined.
The postexperimental questionnaire investigated participants' opinions about their experience of video-recorded interviews. Guilty participants were more likely than innocent participants to think that the presence of a camera was disturbing and made them more reluctant to tell the truth. Additionally, participants who underwent a relationship-focused interview were more likely to answer that they found the camera disturbing than those in the evidence-focused condition. This suggests that video recording might make participants reluctant to talk about their personal lives because their accounts might later be viewed by other people, which appear to support the FBI's objection to recording interviews (Sullivan, 2008) . However, a logistic regression revealed that, although participants in the relationship-focused condition felt that the camera was disturbing, its presence did not actually affect their behavior, which does not lend support to Hypothesis 3.
The guilty deniers were not distinctive with respect to age, employment, or educational background, but they believed that they had more difficulty telling the truth when their interviews were video-recorded than both guilty confessors and innocent participants. In addition, the guilty confessors and deniers had similar levels of anxiety during the interviews. In contrast, after the interviews, the guilty confessors became more anxious than the guilty deniers, possibly because they were unsure what would happen to them after they had confessed. However, the measurement of anxiety during the interview only involved asking the participants about their anxiety levels, which they reported retrospectively. Thus, future studies should examine participants' anxiety before confessions using more sophisticated measurements to replicate this result.
To our knowledge, this study was the first to examine the effect of a relationship/rapport-based approach in an experimental setting, and had several strengths. First, because of the experimental paradigm, it was possible to examine causal relationships between interview style, and in particular, a rapport-based approach, and participants' confessions. Previous studies have examined the effect of rapport building through surveys with police officers and prisoners as well as observations of recorded interviews; however, their internal validity was low and they could not exclude confounding variables. Further, most of the previous experimental studies using a similar paradigm examined problematic interviewing techniques such as minimization and/or offers of leniency (Russano et al., 2005) , minimization and/or maximization (Narchet et al., 2011) and bluff techniques (Perillo & Kassin, 2011, Exper- This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. iment 3), for which the diagnostic value is lower than those in control conditions, suggesting that these techniques would be prohibited. In contrast, this study demonstrated the high diagnostic value of rapport building, which suggests that use of this interviewing method should be encouraged. Thus, the current study experimentally supplements previous findings from field studies. Second, the mock crimes studied involved actual transgressions on the part of the participants. In several studies using experimental paradigms to examine police interviewing, mock crimes have been accidental acts, such as accidently hitting a computer key (classic ALT-key paradigm; e.g., Horselenberg et al., 2003; Kassin & Kiechel, 1996; Klaver et al., 2008) or committing a mock crime such as a theft (Kebbell, Hurren, & Roberts, 2006) . In the present study, participants indeed cheated and had a disincentive to confess. Third, participants were recruited from the general public. In most previous studies, by contrast, undergraduate students of psychology were participants (e.g., Hill et al., 2008; Horgan et al., 2012; Narchet et al., 2011; Russano et al., 2005) . Thus, the present participants were drawn from a less homogeneous population and were more similar to real suspects. Fourth, the interviewers in this study were experienced police officers, whereas interviewers in most previous studies were students or researchers (e.g., Horgan et al., 2012) . Fifth, the consequence of confession in this study was serious (no payment as well as the risk of not obtaining future part-time jobs). Thus, this study had heightened ecological validity and was distinct from previous experimental studies, especially in terms of using the general public as mock suspects and experienced police officers as interviewers.
However, it still had some limitations. The first limitation was that police officers in practice do not use either the evidencefocused or relationship-focused approach exclusively. They are more likely to use both approaches when interviewing, although their emphases might differ (Vrij, Mann, & Fisher, 2006) . Therefore, it remains important to determine whether the combination of evidence-focused and relationship-focused interview styles encourage suspects to confess truthfully in an experimental context. Next, because many participants confessed voluntarily at the beginning of the interview, the evidence-focused interview manipulation was inadequate; only a small number of guilty participants were confronted with evidence in the evidence-focused condition. To examine the effect of evidence-presentation better, more participants need to be studied. Third, this study focused on innocent participants who refused to break an experimental rule. By contrast, those in most previous studies were randomly allocated to the innocent condition and not tempted to break the rule. Because both types of innocent participants might have distinctive characteristics, future studies need to examine these different types of innocent participants at the same time.
The present study experimentally demonstrated the importance of rapport building during an investigative interview, thereby supporting the results of a survey of Japanese police officers (Wachi et al., 2014) and of prisoners (Wachi et al., 2016a) . Although the current findings were obtained in a Japanese context, previous Western studies, such as those by Holmberg and Christianson (2002) ; Kebbell, Alison, Hurren, and Mazerolle (2010) ; Häkkänen, Ask, Kebbell, Alison, and Granhag (2009), and Miller (2015) , which surveyed prisoners and interrogators, have also shown the importance of good relationships between suspects and interrogators. Therefore, the current findings may be relevant in other cultural and legal contexts. However, the effect of rapport also needs to be examined in other experimental settings because some studies (e.g., Beune et al., 2009 ) have shown cultural differences between Western and non-Western countries.
Finally, the implications for police practice should be discussed. It should be noted that many participants confessed during the free narrative phase. Therefore, in police practice, first listening to suspects' accounts without interruption may ensure that true confessions are obtained from guilty suspects. More important, attempting to build rapport (e.g., through friendly attitudes, conversation on unrelated topics, and interviewer self-disclosure) before discussing targeted incidents is effective for obtaining true confessions. The findings also suggest that when police officers do not employ accusatorial types of interviews, but present true evidence noncoercively or build rapport, the likelihood of eliciting false confessions is very low. Thus, building rapport as well as listening to suspects' accounts closely from the beginning of the interview are desirable police practices because they both elicit true confessions and avoid eliciting false confessions.
